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Language	 ﾠis	 ﾠcharacterized	 ﾠby	 ﾠbroad	 ﾠand	 ﾠpredictable	 ﾠmappings	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠmeaning	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
syntactic	 ﾠform.	 ﾠ	 ﾠTransitive	 ﾠsentences	 ﾠtypically	 ﾠencode	 ﾠtwo-ﾭ‐participant	 ﾠevents	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠ
ditransitives	 ﾠ typically	 ﾠ encode	 ﾠ three-ﾭ‐participant	 ﾠ events.	 ﾠ Light-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠ constructions,	 ﾠ
however,	 ﾠsystematically	 ﾠviolate	 ﾠthese	 ﾠmappings;	 ﾠfor	 ﾠexample,	 ﾠsome	 ﾠhave	 ﾠditransitive	 ﾠ
syntax	 ﾠ(‘Romeo	 ﾠis	 ﾠgiving	 ﾠJuliet	 ﾠa	 ﾠkiss’)	 ﾠbut	 ﾠdescribe	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠappear	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠagent-ﾭ‐patient	 ﾠ
events	 ﾠ(Romeo	 ﾠkissing	 ﾠJuliet).	 ﾠ	 ﾠWe	 ﾠused	 ﾠa	 ﾠconceptual	 ﾠsorting	 ﾠtask	 ﾠto	 ﾠexplore	 ﾠwhether	 ﾠ
this	 ﾠ non-ﾭ‐canonical	 ﾠ mapping	 ﾠ influenced	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ interpretation	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ these	 ﾠ sentences.	 ﾠ
Participants	 ﾠ were	 ﾠ trained	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ sort	 ﾠ events	 ﾠ by	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ number	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ thematic	 ﾠ roles	 ﾠ they	 ﾠ
encoded.	 ﾠAfter	 ﾠa	 ﾠtraining	 ﾠphase	 ﾠwith	 ﾠonly	 ﾠpictures,	 ﾠthey	 ﾠsorted	 ﾠa	 ﾠmix	 ﾠof	 ﾠpictures	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
written	 ﾠsentences,	 ﾠincluding	 ﾠtransitive	 ﾠagent-ﾭ‐patient	 ﾠsentences,	 ﾠditransitive	 ﾠsource-ﾭ‐
theme-ﾭ‐goal	 ﾠsentences,	 ﾠand	 ﾠditransitive	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠconstructions.	 ﾠ	 ﾠEvents	 ﾠdescribed	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
light-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠ constructions	 ﾠ were	 ﾠ most	 ﾠ often	 ﾠ grouped	 ﾠ with	 ﾠ agent-ﾭ‐patient	 ﾠ events	 ﾠ but	 ﾠ
were	 ﾠsometimes	 ﾠgrouped	 ﾠwith	 ﾠsource-ﾭ‐theme-ﾭ‐goal	 ﾠevents.	 ﾠA	 ﾠcontrol	 ﾠcondition	 ﾠusing	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠ transitive/intransitive	 ﾠ alternation	 ﾠ for	 ﾠ joint	 ﾠ action	 ﾠ verbs	 ﾠ (e.g.,	 ﾠ ‘meet’)	 ﾠ
demonstrates	 ﾠ that	 ﾠ this	 ﾠ is	 ﾠ not	 ﾠ attributable	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ misconstruing	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ task	 ﾠ as	 ﾠ syntactic	 ﾠ
sorting.	 ﾠ	 ﾠWe	 ﾠconclude	 ﾠthat	 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐canonical	 ﾠmappings	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠmeaning	 ﾠand	 ﾠform	 ﾠcan	 ﾠ
affect	 ﾠevent	 ﾠconstrual,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠsyntactic	 ﾠform	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠnot	 ﾠsolely	 ﾠdetermine	 ﾠthe	 ﾠconstrual	 ﾠ
that	 ﾠis	 ﾠchosen.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
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Languages	 ﾠare	 ﾠcharacterized	 ﾠby	 ﾠrobust	 ﾠmappings	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstructure	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
sentence	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ its	 ﾠ meaning.	 ﾠ One	 ﾠ manifestation	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ this	 ﾠ is	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ systematic	 ﾠ mapping	 ﾠ
between	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsyntactic	 ﾠroles	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠsentence	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsemantic	 ﾠroles	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠparticipants	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠevent.	 ﾠFor	 ﾠexample,	 ﾠtransitive	 ﾠsentences	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠ‘Romeo	 ﾠis	 ﾠkissing	 ﾠJuliet’	 ﾠhave	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
subject	 ﾠand	 ﾠan	 ﾠobject	 ﾠargument,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠdenote	 ﾠthe	 ﾠagent	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpatient.	 ﾠLikewise,	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
ditransitive	 ﾠframe	 ﾠwith	 ﾠa	 ﾠsubject	 ﾠand	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠobjects,	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠin	 ﾠ‘Romeo	 ﾠsent	 ﾠa	 ﾠletter	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
Juliet’	 ﾠencodes	 ﾠa	 ﾠsource,	 ﾠa	 ﾠtheme,	 ﾠand	 ﾠa	 ﾠgoal.	 ﾠThese	 ﾠcanonical	 ﾠmappings	 ﾠallow	 ﾠus	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
quickly	 ﾠidentify	 ﾠwho	 ﾠdid	 ﾠwhat	 ﾠto	 ﾠwhom	 ﾠand	 ﾠthus	 ﾠare	 ﾠhelpful	 ﾠboth	 ﾠin	 ﾠacquisition	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
in	 ﾠ processing.i	 ﾠThe	 ﾠ uniformity	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ mapping	 ﾠ between	 ﾠ syntactic	 ﾠ arguments	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ
thematic	 ﾠroles	 ﾠis	 ﾠso	 ﾠpervasive	 ﾠthat	 ﾠmany	 ﾠlinguistic	 ﾠtheories	 ﾠtake	 ﾠit	 ﾠas	 ﾠan	 ﾠaxiom	 ﾠ(Baker	 ﾠ
1988;	 ﾠ Chomsky	 ﾠ 1981/1993).	 ﾠ For	 ﾠ example,	 ﾠ Construction	 ﾠ Grammar	 ﾠ (Bencini	 ﾠ &	 ﾠ
Goldberg,	 ﾠ2000;	 ﾠJohnson	 ﾠ&	 ﾠGoldberg,	 ﾠ2012)	 ﾠargues	 ﾠthat	 ﾠjust	 ﾠencountering	 ﾠa	 ﾠtransitive	 ﾠ
syntactic	 ﾠframe	 ﾠsteers	 ﾠlisteners	 ﾠtowards	 ﾠassigning	 ﾠagent	 ﾠand	 ﾠpatient	 ﾠto	 ﾠsubject	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
object.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
But	 ﾠ curiously,	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ addition	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ these	 ﾠ broad	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ systematic	 ﾠ regularities,	 ﾠ
languages	 ﾠ also	 ﾠ feature	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ class	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ narrower	 ﾠ but	 ﾠ very	 ﾠ frequent	 ﾠ constructions	 ﾠ that	 ﾠ
violate	 ﾠthese	 ﾠpatterns:	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠconstructions.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠconstructions	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠ
‘Romeo	 ﾠgave	 ﾠa	 ﾠkiss	 ﾠto	 ﾠJuliet’,	 ﾠthere	 ﾠis	 ﾠa	 ﾠsubject,	 ﾠa	 ﾠdirect	 ﾠobject,	 ﾠand	 ﾠa	 ﾠprepositional	 ﾠ
object.	 ﾠ These	 ﾠ syntactic	 ﾠ arguments	 ﾠ correspond	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ ‘Romeo’,	 ﾠ ‘a	 ﾠ kiss’,	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ ‘Juliet’.	 ﾠ But	 ﾠ
what	 ﾠare	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠthematic	 ﾠroles?	 ﾠThe	 ﾠsyntactic	 ﾠframe	 ﾠwould	 ﾠsuggest	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠevent	 ﾠis	 ﾠan	 ﾠ
instance	 ﾠof	 ﾠ‘giving’	 ﾠthat	 ﾠhas	 ﾠa	 ﾠsource,	 ﾠtheme,	 ﾠand	 ﾠgoal.	 ﾠHowever,	 ﾠgiven	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsame	 ﾠ
event	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠdescribed	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠparaphrase	 ﾠ‘Romeo	 ﾠkissed	 ﾠJuliet’,	 ﾠone	 ﾠmight	 ﾠconclude	 ﾠ
that	 ﾠ‘giving	 ﾠa	 ﾠkiss’	 ﾠis	 ﾠsimply	 ﾠa	 ﾠ‘kissing’	 ﾠevent	 ﾠthat	 ﾠonly	 ﾠhas	 ﾠan	 ﾠagent	 ﾠand	 ﾠa	 ﾠpatient.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ  4 
	 ﾠ Which	 ﾠof	 ﾠthese	 ﾠthematic	 ﾠstructures	 ﾠis	 ﾠcorrect?	 ﾠWe	 ﾠsee	 ﾠthree	 ﾠpossibilities:	 ﾠ1)	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠdifferent-ﾭ‐syntax	 ﾠhypothesis:	 ﾠdifferences	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠthe	 ﾠditransitive	 ﾠlight	 ﾠand	 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐
light	 ﾠconstructions	 ﾠstem	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsyntax:	 ﾠ‘giving	 ﾠa	 ﾠkiss’	 ﾠis	 ﾠsyntactically	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠ standard	 ﾠ ditransitive	 ﾠ ‘giving	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ book’	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ way	 ﾠ that	 ﾠ makes	 ﾠ ‘kiss’	 ﾠ part	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ
predicate	 ﾠand	 ﾠthus	 ﾠinaccessible	 ﾠto	 ﾠthematic	 ﾠrole	 ﾠassignment	 ﾠ(Hale	 ﾠ&	 ﾠKeyser,	 ﾠ1993,	 ﾠ
2002).	 ﾠAs	 ﾠa	 ﾠresult,	 ﾠ‘give	 ﾠa	 ﾠkiss’	 ﾠis	 ﾠsyntactically	 ﾠtransitive	 ﾠand	 ﾠsubject	 ﾠto	 ﾠa	 ﾠcanonical	 ﾠ
mapping	 ﾠ from	 ﾠ transitive	 ﾠ sentences	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ agent-ﾭ‐patient	 ﾠ events.	 ﾠ 2)	 ﾠ The	 ﾠ different-ﾭ‐
semantics	 ﾠhypothesis:	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsyntax	 ﾠof	 ﾠ‘giving	 ﾠa	 ﾠkiss’	 ﾠis	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsame	 ﾠas	 ﾠ‘giving	 ﾠa	 ﾠbook’,	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠstandard	 ﾠthematic	 ﾠrole	 ﾠassignments	 ﾠapply.	 ﾠ	 ﾠAs	 ﾠa	 ﾠresult,	 ﾠ‘Romeo	 ﾠis	 ﾠgiving	 ﾠa	 ﾠkiss	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
Juliet’	 ﾠis	 ﾠactually	 ﾠa	 ﾠsource-ﾭ‐theme-ﾭ‐goal	 ﾠevent,	 ﾠinstead	 ﾠof	 ﾠan	 ﾠagent-ﾭ‐patient	 ﾠevent	 ﾠlike	 ﾠ
‘Romeo	 ﾠ kisses	 ﾠ Juliet.’	 ﾠ 3)	 ﾠ The	 ﾠ different-ﾭ‐mapping	 ﾠ hypothesis:	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ syntax	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ both	 ﾠ
ditransitive	 ﾠconstructions	 ﾠis	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsame,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠconstruction	 ﾠmaps	 ﾠonto	 ﾠan	 ﾠ
agent-ﾭ‐patient	 ﾠevent,	 ﾠresulting	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐canonical	 ﾠmapping.ii	 ﾠ
A	 ﾠprediction	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdifferent-ﾭ‐syntax	 ﾠhypothesis	 ﾠhas	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠexplored	 ﾠusing	 ﾠsyntactic	 ﾠ
priming	 ﾠ(Wittenberg	 ﾠ&	 ﾠSnedeker,	 ﾠ2011).	 ﾠIt	 ﾠis	 ﾠwell	 ﾠestablished	 ﾠ(cf.	 ﾠBock,	 ﾠ1986;	 ﾠBock	 ﾠ&	 ﾠ
Loebell,	 ﾠ 1990)	 ﾠ that,	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ variety	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ tasks,	 ﾠ people	 ﾠ will	 ﾠ use	 ﾠ more	 ﾠ double-ﾭ‐object	 ﾠ
sentences	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠprimed	 ﾠby	 ﾠdouble-ﾭ‐object	 ﾠsentences	 ﾠ(‘Romeo	 ﾠgives	 ﾠJuliet	 ﾠa	 ﾠrose’)	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ
when	 ﾠprimed	 ﾠby	 ﾠprepositional-ﾭ‐object	 ﾠsentences	 ﾠ(‘Romeo	 ﾠgives	 ﾠa	 ﾠrose	 ﾠto	 ﾠJuliet’).	 ﾠWe	 ﾠ
tested	 ﾠ whether	 ﾠ light-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠ ditransitives	 ﾠ would	 ﾠ prime	 ﾠ non-ﾭ‐light	 ﾠ ditransitives	 ﾠ as	 ﾠ
effectively	 ﾠas	 ﾠother	 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐light	 ﾠditransitives	 ﾠwould.	 ﾠIf	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠconstructions	 ﾠhave	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
different	 ﾠ syntactic	 ﾠ structure	 ﾠ from	 ﾠ non-ﾭ‐light	 ﾠ constructions,	 ﾠ they	 ﾠ should	 ﾠ be	 ﾠ less	 ﾠ
effective	 ﾠ primes	 ﾠ for	 ﾠ non-ﾭ‐light	 ﾠ constructions,	 ﾠ since	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ degree	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ representational	 ﾠ
overlap	 ﾠis	 ﾠdecreased.	 ﾠHowever,	 ﾠthere	 ﾠwas	 ﾠrobust	 ﾠpriming	 ﾠboth	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠlight	 ﾠto	 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐light	 ﾠ  5 
constructions	 ﾠand	 ﾠalso	 ﾠvice	 ﾠversa,	 ﾠsuggesting	 ﾠthat	 ﾠlight	 ﾠand	 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐light	 ﾠconstructions	 ﾠ
have	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsame	 ﾠsyntactic	 ﾠform.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ The	 ﾠ present	 ﾠ study	 ﾠ explores	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ different-ﾭ‐semantics	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ different-ﾭ‐mappings	 ﾠ
hypotheses.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠdifferent-ﾭ‐semantics	 ﾠhypothesis	 ﾠstates	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsyntactic	 ﾠform	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
ditransitive	 ﾠ leads	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ conceptualization	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ ‘give	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ kiss’	 ﾠ as	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ source-ﾭ‐theme-ﾭ‐goal	 ﾠ
event.	 ﾠ	 ﾠThe	 ﾠchallenge	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthis	 ﾠhypothesis	 ﾠis	 ﾠto	 ﾠexplain	 ﾠhow	 ﾠkissing	 ﾠand	 ﾠgiving	 ﾠa	 ﾠkiss	 ﾠcan	 ﾠ
have	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠsemantic	 ﾠinterpretations	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠthey	 ﾠoften	 ﾠpick	 ﾠout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsame	 ﾠspatio-ﾭ‐
temporal	 ﾠchunks	 ﾠof	 ﾠexperience.	 ﾠOne	 ﾠpossibility	 ﾠis	 ﾠthat	 ﾠa	 ﾠgiven	 ﾠpiece	 ﾠof	 ﾠexperience	 ﾠcan	 ﾠ
be	 ﾠ construed	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ different	 ﾠ ways	 ﾠ resulting	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ distinct	 ﾠ event	 ﾠ structures	 ﾠ which	 ﾠ are	 ﾠ
expressed	 ﾠwith	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠsyntactic	 ﾠframes.	 ﾠFor	 ﾠexample,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠditransitive	 ﾠconstruction	 ﾠ
may	 ﾠpick	 ﾠout	 ﾠa	 ﾠconstrual	 ﾠof	 ﾠkissing	 ﾠthat	 ﾠinvolves	 ﾠtransfer.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Similar	 ﾠ changes	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ event	 ﾠ construal	 ﾠ have	 ﾠ been	 ﾠ found	 ﾠ with	 ﾠ other	 ﾠ syntactic	 ﾠ
alternations.	 ﾠUsing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlocative	 ﾠalternation	 ﾠ(‘fill	 ﾠthe	 ﾠglass	 ﾠwith	 ﾠwater/fill	 ﾠwater	 ﾠinto	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠglass’),	 ﾠGropen,	 ﾠPinker,	 ﾠHollander	 ﾠand	 ﾠGoldberg	 ﾠ(1991)	 ﾠfound	 ﾠthat	 ﾠsubtle	 ﾠchanges	 ﾠ
to	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstructure	 ﾠof	 ﾠan	 ﾠevent	 ﾠaffected	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠsyntactic	 ﾠform	 ﾠwas	 ﾠused	 ﾠto	 ﾠdescribe	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ
event.	 ﾠThey	 ﾠasked	 ﾠadults	 ﾠand	 ﾠchildren	 ﾠto	 ﾠdescribe	 ﾠscenes	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠan	 ﾠobject	 ﾠmoved	 ﾠonto	 ﾠ
a	 ﾠsurface.	 ﾠWhenever	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmotion	 ﾠitself	 ﾠwas	 ﾠmade	 ﾠmore	 ﾠsalient,	 ﾠparticipants	 ﾠtended	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
encode	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ object	 ﾠ as	 ﾠ direct	 ﾠ object;	 ﾠ whenever	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ surface	 ﾠ changed	 ﾠ its	 ﾠ state,	 ﾠ
participants	 ﾠtended	 ﾠto	 ﾠencode	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsurface	 ﾠas	 ﾠdirect	 ﾠobject.	 ﾠThus,	 ﾠeven	 ﾠthough	 ﾠthese	 ﾠ
constructions	 ﾠrefer	 ﾠto	 ﾠmany	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsame	 ﾠevents,	 ﾠchanging	 ﾠsubtle	 ﾠaspects	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠevent	 ﾠ
representations	 ﾠ can	 ﾠ affect	 ﾠ which	 ﾠ form	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ locative	 ﾠ people	 ﾠ use.	 ﾠ The	 ﾠ different-ﾭ‐
semantics	 ﾠ hypothesis	 ﾠ proposes	 ﾠ that	 ﾠ comparable	 ﾠ light	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ non-ﾭ‐light	 ﾠ constructions	 ﾠ
also	 ﾠhave	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠmeanings.	 ﾠWhen	 ﾠusing	 ﾠthe	 ﾠditransitive	 ﾠform	 ﾠof	 ﾠ‘give	 ﾠa	 ﾠkiss’,	 ﾠpeople	 ﾠ  6 
construe	 ﾠkissing	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠsource-ﾭ‐theme-ﾭ‐goal	 ﾠevent,	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠkiss	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠthird	 ﾠentity	 ﾠthat	 ﾠis	 ﾠ
transferred	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠRomeo	 ﾠto	 ﾠJuliet,	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtransitive	 ﾠencoding	 ﾠin	 ﾠ‘kiss’	 ﾠresults	 ﾠin	 ﾠan	 ﾠ
agent-ﾭ‐patient	 ﾠconstrual	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠevent.	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠ different-ﾭ‐mapping	 ﾠ hypothesis,	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ contrast,	 ﾠ assumes	 ﾠ that	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ light-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠ
construction	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ base	 ﾠ verb	 ﾠ express	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ same	 ﾠ event	 ﾠ representation.	 ﾠ On	 ﾠ this	 ﾠ
hypothesis,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmapping	 ﾠmechanism	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠsyntax	 ﾠand	 ﾠsemantics	 ﾠmust	 ﾠbe	 ﾠflexible	 ﾠ
enough	 ﾠto	 ﾠassign	 ﾠagent	 ﾠand	 ﾠpatient	 ﾠonto	 ﾠRomeo	 ﾠand	 ﾠJuliet,	 ﾠjust	 ﾠas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠusual	 ﾠmapping	 ﾠ
of	 ﾠagent	 ﾠto	 ﾠsubject	 ﾠand	 ﾠpatient	 ﾠto	 ﾠobject	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠoverridden	 ﾠin	 ﾠpassive	 ﾠvoice,	 ﾠor	 ﾠwith	 ﾠ
experiencer-ﾭ‐stimulus	 ﾠverbs	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠ‘fear’	 ﾠ(Hartshorne	 ﾠ&	 ﾠSnedeker,	 ﾠ2012).	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ To	 ﾠexplore	 ﾠthese	 ﾠhypotheses,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠused	 ﾠan	 ﾠevent-ﾭ‐categorization	 ﾠtask.	 ﾠA	 ﾠsimilar	 ﾠ
task	 ﾠ was	 ﾠ used	 ﾠ by	 ﾠ Bencini	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ Goldberg	 ﾠ (2000).	 ﾠ In	 ﾠ their	 ﾠ study,	 ﾠ participants	 ﾠ were	 ﾠ
asked	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ sort	 ﾠ sentences	 ﾠ that	 ﾠ varied	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ both	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ verb	 ﾠ that	 ﾠ was	 ﾠ used	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ
construction	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ which	 ﾠ it	 ﾠ appeared.	 ﾠ For	 ﾠ example,	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ verb	 ﾠ ‘throw’	 ﾠ appeared	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ
transitive	 ﾠ(‘Anita	 ﾠthrew	 ﾠthe	 ﾠhammer’),	 ﾠditransitive	 ﾠ(‘Chris	 ﾠthrew	 ﾠLinda	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpencil’),	 ﾠ
caused	 ﾠmotion	 ﾠ(‘Pat	 ﾠthrew	 ﾠthe	 ﾠkeys	 ﾠonto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠroof’)	 ﾠand	 ﾠresultative	 ﾠconstruction	 ﾠ(‘Lyn	 ﾠ
threw	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbox	 ﾠapart’).	 ﾠThey	 ﾠfound	 ﾠthat	 ﾠparticipants	 ﾠrelied	 ﾠon	 ﾠboth	 ﾠverb	 ﾠmeaning	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
construction	 ﾠ type	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ sort	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ stimuli,	 ﾠ indicating	 ﾠ that	 ﾠ both	 ﾠ factors	 ﾠ influence	 ﾠ event	 ﾠ
categorization.	 ﾠ Crucially,	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ Bencini	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ Goldberg’s	 ﾠ (2000)	 ﾠ study,	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ different	 ﾠ
constructions	 ﾠ had	 ﾠ meanings	 ﾠ that	 ﾠ were	 ﾠ uncontroversially	 ﾠ distinct	 ﾠ (they	 ﾠ conveyed	 ﾠ
different	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠand	 ﾠpicked	 ﾠout	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠcategories	 ﾠof	 ﾠevents).	 ﾠIn	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcase	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
light-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠvs.	 ﾠbase-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠconstructions,	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠnot	 ﾠclear	 ﾠwhether	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmeanings	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠ
forms	 ﾠare	 ﾠtruly	 ﾠdifferent.	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ present	 ﾠ study,	 ﾠ we	 ﾠ asked	 ﾠ participants	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ sort	 ﾠ non-ﾭ‐linguistic	 ﾠ events	 ﾠ  7 
according	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ number	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ thematic	 ﾠ roles	 ﾠ involved.	 ﾠ After	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ purely	 ﾠ non-ﾭ‐linguistic	 ﾠ
training	 ﾠphase,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠintroduced	 ﾠsentences	 ﾠthat	 ﾠhad	 ﾠthree	 ﾠroles	 ﾠ(‘Anne	 ﾠis	 ﾠgiving	 ﾠJulius	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
book’),	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠroles	 ﾠ(‘Walter	 ﾠis	 ﾠeating	 ﾠan	 ﾠapple’),	 ﾠone	 ﾠrole	 ﾠ(‘Charles	 ﾠis	 ﾠsleeping’),	 ﾠor	 ﾠwere	 ﾠ
either	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠconstructions	 ﾠ(‘Romeo	 ﾠis	 ﾠgiving	 ﾠJuliet	 ﾠa	 ﾠkiss’)	 ﾠor	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠcorresponding	 ﾠ
base	 ﾠverbs	 ﾠ(‘Romeo	 ﾠis	 ﾠkissing	 ﾠJuliet’).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
If	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠconstructions	 ﾠare	 ﾠgiven	 ﾠa	 ﾠmeaning	 ﾠthat	 ﾠis	 ﾠconsistent	 ﾠwith	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠ
syntax,	 ﾠthen	 ﾠparticipants	 ﾠshould	 ﾠinterpret	 ﾠthe	 ﾠevent	 ﾠnoun	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠseparate	 ﾠrole	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
event	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ categorize	 ﾠ events	 ﾠ described	 ﾠ by	 ﾠ light-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠ constructions	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthree-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠ
events	 ﾠ (different-ﾭ‐semantics	 ﾠ hypothesis).	 ﾠ However,	 ﾠ if	 ﾠ light-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠ constructions	 ﾠ have	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠsame	 ﾠthematic	 ﾠroles	 ﾠas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbase	 ﾠverb	 ﾠconstructions,	 ﾠdespite	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠsyntactic	 ﾠform,	 ﾠ
then	 ﾠparticipants	 ﾠshould	 ﾠnot	 ﾠtreat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠevent	 ﾠnoun	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠseparate	 ﾠrole	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠevent,	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
should	 ﾠcategorize	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠconstructions	 ﾠwith	 ﾠtwo-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠevents	 ﾠ(different-ﾭ‐mappings	 ﾠ
hypothesis).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
These	 ﾠpredictions	 ﾠassume	 ﾠthat	 ﾠparticipants	 ﾠcan	 ﾠbe	 ﾠtrained	 ﾠto	 ﾠsort	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbasis	 ﾠ
of	 ﾠsemantic	 ﾠstructure	 ﾠrather	 ﾠthan	 ﾠsyntax.	 ﾠ	 ﾠTo	 ﾠensure	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthis	 ﾠis	 ﾠtrue,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠincluded	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠ
additional	 ﾠ types	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ stimuli:	 ﾠ Sentences	 ﾠ that	 ﾠ described	 ﾠ joint	 ﾠ actions	 ﾠ either	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ
transitive	 ﾠ (‘Jan	 ﾠ meets	 ﾠ Elsa’)	 ﾠ or	 ﾠ intransitive	 ﾠ form	 ﾠ (‘Jan	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ Elsa	 ﾠ meet’).	 ﾠ These	 ﾠ
symmetrical	 ﾠactions	 ﾠinvolve	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠpeople,	 ﾠJan	 ﾠand	 ﾠElsa.	 ﾠWhile	 ﾠthere	 ﾠis	 ﾠconsiderable	 ﾠ
dispute	 ﾠ as	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ nature	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ thematic	 ﾠ roles	 ﾠ involved	 ﾠ (Carlson,	 ﾠ 1998;	 ﾠ Gleitman,	 ﾠ
Gleitman,	 ﾠMiller	 ﾠ&	 ﾠOstrin,	 ﾠ1996),	 ﾠthese	 ﾠverbs	 ﾠnecessarily	 ﾠrequire	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠparticipants	 ﾠ
(*Jan	 ﾠis	 ﾠmeeting).	 ﾠThus	 ﾠif	 ﾠsemantic	 ﾠstructure	 ﾠis	 ﾠdriving	 ﾠcategorization,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠexpected	 ﾠ
that	 ﾠ they	 ﾠ would	 ﾠ both	 ﾠ be	 ﾠ grouped	 ﾠ with	 ﾠ two-ﾭ‐participant	 ﾠ events.	 ﾠ If	 ﾠ syntax	 ﾠ alone	 ﾠ is	 ﾠ
driving	 ﾠcategorization,	 ﾠparticipants	 ﾠshould	 ﾠsort	 ﾠthese	 ﾠitems	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtwo-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠ group	 ﾠ  8 
when	 ﾠthey	 ﾠoccur	 ﾠin	 ﾠtransitive	 ﾠsyntax	 ﾠand	 ﾠinto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠone-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠgroup	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠthey	 ﾠare	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
intransitive	 ﾠsyntax.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
It	 ﾠ is	 ﾠ also	 ﾠ important	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ rule	 ﾠ out	 ﾠ sorting	 ﾠ based	 ﾠ on	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ number	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ concrete	 ﾠ
entities	 ﾠinvolved	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠevent,	 ﾠrather	 ﾠthan	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠthematic	 ﾠroles.	 ﾠ For	 ﾠ this	 ﾠ
reason,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠincluded	 ﾠitems	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠroles	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠconcrete	 ﾠ
entities	 ﾠ were	 ﾠ inconsistent,	 ﾠ with	 ﾠ more	 ﾠ than	 ﾠ one	 ﾠ entity	 ﾠ playing	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ given	 ﾠ role	 ﾠ (for	 ﾠ
example,	 ﾠ‘The	 ﾠtraffic	 ﾠlights	 ﾠare	 ﾠflashing’).	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
METHODS	 ﾠ
Participants	 ﾠ
Thirty-ﾭ‐six	 ﾠEnglish	 ﾠnative	 ﾠspeakers	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠHarvard	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠpool	 ﾠ(mean	 ﾠage:	 ﾠ
19.8,	 ﾠ 30%	 ﾠ male)	 ﾠ participated	 ﾠ for	 ﾠ study	 ﾠ credit.	 ﾠ Four	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ these	 ﾠ participants	 ﾠ were	 ﾠ
excluded	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠanalysis,	 ﾠsince	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠperformance	 ﾠwas	 ﾠlower	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ66%	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfiller	 ﾠ
items.	 ﾠ
Materials	 ﾠ
We	 ﾠconstructed	 ﾠten	 ﾠpairs	 ﾠof	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠ(1a)	 ﾠand	 ﾠbase-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠsentences	 ﾠ(1b)	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
ten	 ﾠpairs	 ﾠof	 ﾠtransitive	 ﾠ(1c)	 ﾠand	 ﾠintransitive	 ﾠjoint	 ﾠactions	 ﾠ(1d):	 ﾠ
(1)	 ﾠ a.	 ﾠ The	 ﾠteenager	 ﾠis	 ﾠgiving	 ﾠhis	 ﾠrival	 ﾠa	 ﾠkick.	 ﾠ
b.	 ﾠ The	 ﾠteenager	 ﾠis	 ﾠkicking	 ﾠhis	 ﾠrival.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
c.	 ﾠ The	 ﾠfather	 ﾠis	 ﾠcuddling	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbaby.	 ﾠ
d.	 ﾠ The	 ﾠfather	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbaby	 ﾠare	 ﾠcuddling.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠconstructions	 ﾠall	 ﾠused	 ﾠ‘give’	 ﾠas	 ﾠmain	 ﾠverb,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠone	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠobjects	 ﾠ
constituted	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ main	 ﾠ semantic	 ﾠ predicate	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ sentence	 ﾠ (such	 ﾠ as	 ﾠ ‘kiss’	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ ‘give	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ  9 
kiss’).	 ﾠThe	 ﾠbase-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠsentences	 ﾠused	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsame	 ﾠagents	 ﾠas	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠcounterparts,	 ﾠ
but	 ﾠinstead	 ﾠof	 ﾠhaving	 ﾠa	 ﾠtheme,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtheme’s	 ﾠbase	 ﾠverb	 ﾠserved	 ﾠas	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmain	 ﾠpredicate	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠsentence.	 ﾠ
One	 ﾠ factor	 ﾠ that	 ﾠ could	 ﾠ influence	 ﾠ event	 ﾠ construal	 ﾠ is	 ﾠ frequency.	 ﾠ To	 ﾠ take	 ﾠ this	 ﾠ
possibility	 ﾠinto	 ﾠaccount,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠconducted	 ﾠa	 ﾠGoogle	 ﾠsearch	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐	 ﾠand	 ﾠbase-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠ
pairs.	 ﾠ	 ﾠMost	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmaterial	 ﾠindexed	 ﾠin	 ﾠGoogle	 ﾠis	 ﾠnot	 ﾠedited,	 ﾠproviding	 ﾠglobal	 ﾠinput	 ﾠ
statistics	 ﾠabout	 ﾠeveryday	 ﾠlanguage	 ﾠuse.	 ﾠOur	 ﾠsearch	 ﾠstrings	 ﾠwere	 ﾠthe	 ﾠexact	 ﾠform	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
respective	 ﾠconstruction,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠwith	 ﾠeither	 ﾠeither	 ﾠ“me”	 ﾠor	 ﾠ“him”	 ﾠas	 ﾠobject	 ﾠ(“is	 ﾠkissing	 ﾠ
me/him”;	 ﾠ“is	 ﾠgiving	 ﾠme/him	 ﾠa	 ﾠkiss”).	 ﾠThis	 ﾠsearch	 ﾠrevealed	 ﾠthat	 ﾠamong	 ﾠall	 ﾠrelevant	 ﾠ
descriptions	 ﾠof	 ﾠone	 ﾠevent	 ﾠ(“kissing”),	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠconstructions	 ﾠwere	 ﾠused	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠ1%	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠ50%	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtime	 ﾠ(mean:	 ﾠ28%,	 ﾠSD:	 ﾠ25%).iii	 ﾠ
We	 ﾠcreated	 ﾠten	 ﾠexamples	 ﾠof	 ﾠone-ﾭ‐role,	 ﾠtwo-ﾭ‐role,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthree-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠsentences	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
serve	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠbaseline	 ﾠfor	 ﾠevaluating	 ﾠparticipants’	 ﾠperformance.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠhalf	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsentences,	 ﾠ
the	 ﾠ number	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ thematic	 ﾠ roles	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ number	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ entities	 ﾠ converged	 ﾠ (consistent	 ﾠ
sentences),	 ﾠand	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠother	 ﾠhalf,	 ﾠthere	 ﾠwere	 ﾠmore	 ﾠentities	 ﾠthan	 ﾠroles	 ﾠ(inconsistent	 ﾠ
sentences).	 ﾠ All	 ﾠ three-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠ sentences	 ﾠ had	 ﾠ animate	 ﾠ agents,	 ﾠ animate	 ﾠ recipients,	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ
inanimate	 ﾠthemes	 ﾠof	 ﾠvarying	 ﾠdegrees	 ﾠof	 ﾠconcreteness.iv	 ﾠAll	 ﾠtwo-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠsentences	 ﾠused	 ﾠ
change-ﾭ‐of-ﾭ‐state	 ﾠ verbs	 ﾠ that	 ﾠ cannot	 ﾠ enter	 ﾠ light-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠ constructions.	 ﾠ We	 ﾠ also	 ﾠ
commissioned	 ﾠ20	 ﾠpictures	 ﾠshowing	 ﾠthree-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠscenes,	 ﾠ20	 ﾠpictures	 ﾠshowing	 ﾠtwo-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠ
scenes,	 ﾠand	 ﾠ20	 ﾠpictures	 ﾠshowing	 ﾠone-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠscenes	 ﾠ(see	 ﾠFigure	 ﾠ1	 ﾠfor	 ﾠexamples).	 ﾠThree	 ﾠ
additional	 ﾠpictures	 ﾠwere	 ﾠcreated	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠintroduction,	 ﾠand	 ﾠ12	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtraining	 ﾠphase	 ﾠ
(one	 ﾠconsistent	 ﾠand	 ﾠone	 ﾠinconsistent	 ﾠexample	 ﾠeach	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠone-ﾭ‐,	 ﾠtwo-ﾭ‐,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthree-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠ
picture	 ﾠcategories).	 ﾠ  10 
(Figure	 ﾠ1	 ﾠabout	 ﾠhere)	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ 40	 ﾠnative	 ﾠEnglish	 ﾠspeakers,	 ﾠrecruited	 ﾠvia	 ﾠAmazon	 ﾠMechanical	 ﾠTurk,	 ﾠrated	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
sentences	 ﾠfor	 ﾠnaturalness	 ﾠon	 ﾠa	 ﾠscale	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠ1	 ﾠto	 ﾠ9	 ﾠ(9	 ﾠwas	 ﾠmost	 ﾠnatural).	 ﾠThere	 ﾠwere	 ﾠno	 ﾠ
differences	 ﾠin	 ﾠrating	 ﾠscores	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠsentence	 ﾠtypes	 ﾠ(M=8.0,	 ﾠF(9,60)=1.60,	 ﾠp=.13).	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
To	 ﾠmake	 ﾠsure	 ﾠthat	 ﾠparticipants	 ﾠinterpreted	 ﾠthe	 ﾠpictures	 ﾠas	 ﾠwe	 ﾠintended,	 ﾠ15	 ﾠ
workers	 ﾠ on	 ﾠ Amazon	 ﾠ Mechanical	 ﾠ Turk	 ﾠ wrote	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ sentence	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ describe	 ﾠ each	 ﾠ one.	 ﾠ A	 ﾠ
trained	 ﾠresearch	 ﾠassistant	 ﾠcoded	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsentences	 ﾠas	 ﾠcorrect	 ﾠif	 ﾠthey	 ﾠencoded	 ﾠboth	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
intended	 ﾠ action	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ intended	 ﾠ participants,	 ﾠ but	 ﾠ included	 ﾠ no	 ﾠ additional	 ﾠ
participants.	 ﾠ The	 ﾠ average	 ﾠ score	 ﾠ across	 ﾠ pictures	 ﾠ was	 ﾠ 84%,	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ scores	 ﾠ did	 ﾠ not	 ﾠ
differ	 ﾠsignificantly	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠpicture	 ﾠtypes,	 ﾠ(F(5,72)=.83,	 ﾠp=.53).	 ﾠCritically,	 ﾠthere	 ﾠwere	 ﾠ
no	 ﾠ differences	 ﾠ between	 ﾠ consistent	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ inconsistent	 ﾠ pictures	 ﾠ (one-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠ pictures:	 ﾠ
F(1,24)=.71,	 ﾠ p=.79;	 ﾠ two-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠ pictures:	 ﾠ F(1,24)=.77,	 ﾠ p=.39;	 ﾠ three-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠ pictures:	 ﾠ
F(1,24)=.00,	 ﾠp=.99).	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ We	 ﾠcreated	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠlists	 ﾠthat	 ﾠshowed	 ﾠhalf	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcritical	 ﾠpairs	 ﾠas	 ﾠbase	 ﾠverbs	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
half	 ﾠof	 ﾠthem	 ﾠas	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠconstructions	 ﾠand	 ﾠshowed	 ﾠhalf	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠjoint	 ﾠaction	 ﾠpairs	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
transitive	 ﾠform,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthe	 ﾠother	 ﾠhalf	 ﾠin	 ﾠintransitive	 ﾠform.	 ﾠLists	 ﾠwere	 ﾠcounterbalanced	 ﾠ
such	 ﾠthat	 ﾠno	 ﾠparticipant	 ﾠsaw	 ﾠboth	 ﾠitems	 ﾠin	 ﾠone	 ﾠpair.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠtotal,	 ﾠeach	 ﾠlist	 ﾠconsisted	 ﾠof	 ﾠ60	 ﾠ
pictures	 ﾠand	 ﾠ50	 ﾠsentences.	 ﾠ
Procedure	 ﾠ
The	 ﾠexperiment	 ﾠwas	 ﾠexecuted	 ﾠusing	 ﾠePrime.	 ﾠFigure	 ﾠ1	 ﾠillustrates	 ﾠthe	 ﾠstimuli	 ﾠfor	 ﾠ
each	 ﾠphase.	 ﾠFirst,	 ﾠparticipants	 ﾠwere	 ﾠintroduced	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠconcept	 ﾠof	 ﾠthematic	 ﾠroles,	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
were	 ﾠtold	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthey	 ﾠshould	 ﾠbase	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠsorting	 ﾠbehavior	 ﾠon	 ﾠhow	 ﾠmany	 ﾠthematic	 ﾠroles	 ﾠ
were	 ﾠ involved	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ event,	 ﾠ not	 ﾠ how	 ﾠ many	 ﾠ entities	 ﾠ were	 ﾠ involved.v	 ﾠThis	 ﾠ short	 ﾠ  11 
introduction	 ﾠwas	 ﾠfollowed	 ﾠby	 ﾠa	 ﾠtraining	 ﾠphase	 ﾠconsisting	 ﾠof	 ﾠtwelve	 ﾠpictures,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠ
could	 ﾠbe	 ﾠsorted	 ﾠby	 ﾠclicking	 ﾠon	 ﾠone	 ﾠof	 ﾠthree	 ﾠreference	 ﾠpictures	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbottom	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
screen.	 ﾠParticipants	 ﾠhad	 ﾠto	 ﾠsort	 ﾠall	 ﾠtraining	 ﾠpictures	 ﾠcorrectly	 ﾠbefore	 ﾠadvancing	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
test	 ﾠphase.	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtest	 ﾠphase,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠparticipants	 ﾠcontinued	 ﾠsorting	 ﾠthe	 ﾠitems,	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠnow	 ﾠ
included	 ﾠboth	 ﾠpictures	 ﾠand	 ﾠsentences,	 ﾠinto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠthree	 ﾠcategories	 ﾠby	 ﾠclicking	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
appropriate	 ﾠexample	 ﾠpicture,	 ﾠbut	 ﾠwithout	 ﾠany	 ﾠfeedback	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠexperimenter.	 ﾠThere	 ﾠ
were	 ﾠno	 ﾠpictures	 ﾠpaired	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtest	 ﾠsentences.	 ﾠPost-ﾭ‐test	 ﾠquestionnaires	 ﾠshowed	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ
no	 ﾠparticipant	 ﾠguessed	 ﾠthe	 ﾠgoal	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠexperiment.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
RESULTS.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
During	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtest	 ﾠphase,	 ﾠinconsistent	 ﾠpictures	 ﾠwere	 ﾠsorted	 ﾠless	 ﾠaccurately	 ﾠthan	 ﾠ
consistent	 ﾠpictures	 ﾠ(77%	 ﾠvs	 ﾠ87%,	 ﾠF(1,68)=21.3,	 ﾠp<.001),	 ﾠbut	 ﾠperformance	 ﾠwas	 ﾠwell	 ﾠ
above	 ﾠchance	 ﾠfor	 ﾠboth	 ﾠ(consistent	 ﾠpictures:	 ﾠF(1,190)=1,197.2,	 ﾠp<.001;	 ﾠinconsistent	 ﾠ
pictures:	 ﾠ F(1,190)=379.3,	 ﾠ p<.001),	 ﾠ showing	 ﾠ that	 ﾠ participants	 ﾠ primarily	 ﾠ responded	 ﾠ
based	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠarguments	 ﾠrather	 ﾠthan	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠentities.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Performance	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbaseline	 ﾠsentences	 ﾠwas	 ﾠalso	 ﾠgood:	 ﾠParticipants	 ﾠcorrectly	 ﾠ
sorted	 ﾠ92%	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠconsistent	 ﾠsentences	 ﾠand	 ﾠ84%	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinconsistent	 ﾠsentences,	 ﾠagain	 ﾠ
with	 ﾠa	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠdifference	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠcategories	 ﾠ(F(1,68)=10.3,	 ﾠp<.001),	 ﾠbut	 ﾠ
above	 ﾠ chance	 ﾠ performance	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ both	 ﾠ cases	 ﾠ (consistent	 ﾠ sentences:	 ﾠ F(1,68)=1,458.7,	 ﾠ
p<.001;	 ﾠinconsistent	 ﾠsentences:	 ﾠF(1,190)=923.3,	 ﾠp<.001).	 ﾠ
Figure	 ﾠ2	 ﾠshows	 ﾠhow	 ﾠcritical	 ﾠitems	 ﾠwere	 ﾠsorted.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠdata	 ﾠwere	 ﾠanalyzed	 ﾠusing	 ﾠ
separate	 ﾠmultilevel	 ﾠlogistic	 ﾠregression	 ﾠmodels	 ﾠto	 ﾠpredict	 ﾠthe	 ﾠprobability	 ﾠof	 ﾠsorting	 ﾠ  12 
items	 ﾠinto	 ﾠa	 ﾠgiven	 ﾠpile	 ﾠ(e.g.,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtwo-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠgroup),	 ﾠwith	 ﾠrandom	 ﾠslopes	 ﾠfor	 ﾠsubjects	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
items,	 ﾠand	 ﾠsentence	 ﾠtype	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠfixed	 ﾠeffect.	 ﾠ	 ﾠFor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠconstructions,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠalso	 ﾠ
included	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ relative	 ﾠ frequency	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ light-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠ construction	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ corpus	 ﾠ as	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ
predictor	 ﾠ (light-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠ construction/light-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠ construction	 ﾠ +	 ﾠ base	 ﾠ verb).	 ﾠ We	 ﾠ found	 ﾠ
that	 ﾠ proportional	 ﾠ frequency	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ light-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠ construction	 ﾠ was	 ﾠ not	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ reliable	 ﾠ
predictor	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ sorting	 ﾠ behavior	 ﾠ (zs<.38,	 ﾠ ps>.69)	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ thus	 ﾠ we	 ﾠ removed	 ﾠ it	 ﾠ from	 ﾠ
subsequent	 ﾠanalyses. 
(Figure	 ﾠ2	 ﾠabout	 ﾠhere)	 ﾠ
Both	 ﾠtypes	 ﾠof	 ﾠjoint	 ﾠactions	 ﾠwere	 ﾠconsistently	 ﾠsorted	 ﾠinto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtwo-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠgroup	 ﾠ
(intransitive:	 ﾠ89%,	 ﾠtransitive:	 ﾠ92%;	 ﾠz=-ﾭ‐1.34,	 ﾠp>.18).	 ﾠThus,	 ﾠparticipants	 ﾠwere	 ﾠable	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
ignore	 ﾠsyntactic	 ﾠvariation	 ﾠand	 ﾠsort	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbasis	 ﾠof	 ﾠthematic	 ﾠroles.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ Light-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠconstructions	 ﾠwere	 ﾠmore	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠclassified	 ﾠas	 ﾠthree-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠevents	 ﾠ
than	 ﾠbase-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠsentences	 ﾠ(23%	 ﾠvs.	 ﾠ5%;	 ﾠz=3.35,	 ﾠp<.001).	 ﾠThey	 ﾠwere	 ﾠalso	 ﾠless	 ﾠlikely	 ﾠ
than	 ﾠbase-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠsentences	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠconstrued	 ﾠas	 ﾠtwo-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠevents	 ﾠ(75%	 ﾠvs.	 ﾠ94%;	 ﾠz=-ﾭ‐4.06,	 ﾠ
p<.001).	 ﾠThus	 ﾠthe	 ﾠuse	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠconstruction	 ﾠaffects	 ﾠsorting	 ﾠbehavior.	 ﾠ
Crucially,	 ﾠ light-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠ constructions	 ﾠ were	 ﾠ not	 ﾠ simply	 ﾠ treated	 ﾠ as	 ﾠ ditransitives:	 ﾠ
they	 ﾠ were	 ﾠ far	 ﾠ less	 ﾠ likely	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ be	 ﾠ treated	 ﾠ as	 ﾠ three-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠ events	 ﾠ than	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ three-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠ
consistent	 ﾠsentences	 ﾠ(z=-ﾭ‐8.51,	 ﾠp<.001),	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠwere	 ﾠplaced	 ﾠin	 ﾠthis	 ﾠgroup	 ﾠ78%	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
time.	 ﾠ There	 ﾠ was	 ﾠ also	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ difference	 ﾠ between	 ﾠ light-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠ constructions	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ two-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠ
inconsistent	 ﾠsentences	 ﾠ(z=2.88,	 ﾠp<.01),	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠwere	 ﾠsorted	 ﾠas	 ﾠthree-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠevents	 ﾠonly	 ﾠ
7%	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ time,	 ﾠ despite	 ﾠ having	 ﾠ three	 ﾠ participants.	 ﾠ Thus,	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ sorting	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ light-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠ
constructions	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthree	 ﾠrole	 ﾠevents	 ﾠwas	 ﾠnot	 ﾠsimply	 ﾠthe	 ﾠresult	 ﾠof	 ﾠcounting	 ﾠnouns.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
In	 ﾠ addition,	 ﾠ we	 ﾠ correlated	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ number	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ three-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠ sortings	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ light-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠ  13 
constructions	 ﾠ with	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ number	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ one-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠ sortings	 ﾠ for	 ﾠ Joint	 ﾠ Action	 ﾠ Intransitives	 ﾠ
across	 ﾠparticipants.	 ﾠIf	 ﾠour	 ﾠresults	 ﾠreflected	 ﾠthe	 ﾠuse	 ﾠof	 ﾠsyntax	 ﾠas	 ﾠa	 ﾠsorting	 ﾠstrategy	 ﾠ(on	 ﾠ
a	 ﾠper	 ﾠparticipant	 ﾠbasis),	 ﾠthen	 ﾠthese	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠmeasures	 ﾠshould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠrelated.	 ﾠHowever,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
correlation	 ﾠcoefficient	 ﾠwas	 ﾠsignificant	 ﾠand	 ﾠsmall	 ﾠ	 ﾠ(r=0.0016;	 ﾠt=0.009;	 ﾠp>.99).	 ﾠThus,	 ﾠit	 ﾠ
is	 ﾠunlikely	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠresults	 ﾠwere	 ﾠdriven	 ﾠby	 ﾠparticular	 ﾠparticipants	 ﾠsorting	 ﾠaccording	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
syntactic	 ﾠstructure.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
DISCUSSION.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ In	 ﾠ this	 ﾠ study,	 ﾠ we	 ﾠ found	 ﾠ that	 ﾠ participants	 ﾠ sorted	 ﾠ light-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠ constructions	 ﾠ
differently	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠboth	 ﾠbase-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠsentences	 ﾠand	 ﾠthree-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠevents,	 ﾠsuggesting	 ﾠa	 ﾠthree-ﾭ‐
way	 ﾠdistinction	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠcanonical	 ﾠtransitive	 ﾠagent-ﾭ‐patient	 ﾠevents,	 ﾠevents	 ﾠdenoted	 ﾠby	 ﾠ
light-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠconstructions,	 ﾠand	 ﾠcanonical	 ﾠditransitive	 ﾠsource-ﾭ‐theme-ﾭ‐goal	 ﾠevents.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
This	 ﾠparticular	 ﾠpattern,	 ﾠby	 ﾠitself,	 ﾠcould	 ﾠhave	 ﾠbeen	 ﾠinterpreted	 ﾠas	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠof	 ﾠa	 ﾠ
strategy	 ﾠto	 ﾠsort	 ﾠbased	 ﾠon	 ﾠsyntactic	 ﾠstructure	 ﾠalone.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠpossibility,	 ﾠhowever,	 ﾠis	 ﾠruled	 ﾠ
out	 ﾠby	 ﾠthe	 ﾠjoint	 ﾠaction	 ﾠconditions:	 ﾠparticipants	 ﾠconsistently	 ﾠsorted	 ﾠintransitive	 ﾠjoint	 ﾠ
actions	 ﾠas	 ﾠtwo-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠevents,	 ﾠdespite	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠsyntactic	 ﾠsimilarity	 ﾠto	 ﾠother	 ﾠintransitives.	 ﾠ
Also,	 ﾠit	 ﾠis	 ﾠclear	 ﾠthat	 ﾠparticipants	 ﾠdid	 ﾠnot	 ﾠsort	 ﾠbased	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnumber	 ﾠof	 ﾠentities	 ﾠor	 ﾠ
nouns,	 ﾠ as	 ﾠ shown	 ﾠ by	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ reliable	 ﾠ difference	 ﾠ between	 ﾠ light-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ three-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠ
consistent	 ﾠsentences,	 ﾠas	 ﾠwell	 ﾠas	 ﾠperformance	 ﾠon	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtwo-ﾭ‐role	 ﾠinconsistent	 ﾠsentences.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
These	 ﾠfindings	 ﾠhave	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠlimitations.	 ﾠ	 ﾠFirst,	 ﾠwe	 ﾠexplicitly	 ﾠtrained	 ﾠparticipants	 ﾠto	 ﾠ
pay	 ﾠattention	 ﾠto	 ﾠsemantic	 ﾠroles	 ﾠand	 ﾠprovided	 ﾠextensive	 ﾠinstructions	 ﾠ(on	 ﾠthe	 ﾠeffect	 ﾠof	 ﾠ
instructions,	 ﾠsee	 ﾠBencini	 ﾠ&	 ﾠGoldberg,	 ﾠ2000),	 ﾠthus	 ﾠwe	 ﾠcannot	 ﾠsay	 ﾠhow	 ﾠsorting	 ﾠwould	 ﾠ
occur	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠabsence	 ﾠof	 ﾠtraining.	 ﾠ	 ﾠNevertheless,	 ﾠthis	 ﾠmethod	 ﾠis	 ﾠcommonly	 ﾠused	 ﾠto	 ﾠ  14 
understand	 ﾠ how	 ﾠ learners	 ﾠ conceptualize	 ﾠ potentially	 ﾠ ambiguous	 ﾠ stimuli	 ﾠ (see	 ﾠ e.g.,	 ﾠ
Hommel,	 ﾠ Alonso	 ﾠ &	 ﾠ Fuentes,	 ﾠ 2003;	 ﾠ Chambers,	 ﾠ Onishi	 ﾠ &	 ﾠ Fisher,	 ﾠ 2010).	 ﾠ When	 ﾠ
participants	 ﾠare	 ﾠtrained	 ﾠusing	 ﾠone	 ﾠtype	 ﾠof	 ﾠstimuli	 ﾠ(e.g.,	 ﾠtransparent	 ﾠone-ﾭ‐,	 ﾠtwo-ﾭ‐	 ﾠand	 ﾠ
three-ﾭ‐argument	 ﾠpictures)	 ﾠand	 ﾠthen	 ﾠtested	 ﾠwith	 ﾠvery	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠstimuli	 ﾠ(e.g.,	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠ
constructions),	 ﾠwe	 ﾠcan	 ﾠlearn	 ﾠhow	 ﾠthey	 ﾠgeneralize	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠtraining.	 ﾠSecond,	 ﾠparticipants’	 ﾠ
performance	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠsorting	 ﾠon	 ﾠone	 ﾠsemantic	 ﾠdimension	 ﾠ(thematic	 ﾠroles)	 ﾠcannot	 ﾠtell	 ﾠus	 ﾠ
about	 ﾠother	 ﾠsemantic	 ﾠdifferences	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠlight	 ﾠand	 ﾠbase	 ﾠverbs,	 ﾠsuch	 ﾠas	 ﾠaspect	 ﾠor	 ﾠ
telicity.	 ﾠWhile	 ﾠwe	 ﾠsuspect	 ﾠthat	 ﾠother	 ﾠdifferences	 ﾠexist	 ﾠ(see	 ﾠButt,	 ﾠ2010),	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcurrent	 ﾠ
data	 ﾠ speak	 ﾠ only	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ differences	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ number	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ semantic	 ﾠ roles	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ event	 ﾠ
representation.	 ﾠ
Taken	 ﾠ at	 ﾠ face	 ﾠ value,	 ﾠ this	 ﾠ data	 ﾠ seems	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ provide	 ﾠ some	 ﾠ support	 ﾠ for	 ﾠ both	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ
different-ﾭ‐mappings	 ﾠand	 ﾠdifferent-ﾭ‐semantics	 ﾠhypotheses.	 ﾠ	 ﾠThe	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠfor	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠ
mappings	 ﾠis	 ﾠclear:	 ﾠon	 ﾠ75%	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtrials,	 ﾠparticipants	 ﾠinterpreted	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠsentences	 ﾠ
as	 ﾠagent-ﾭ‐patient	 ﾠevents	 ﾠdespite	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠditransitive	 ﾠsyntax.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠevidence	 ﾠfor	 ﾠdifferent	 ﾠ
semantics	 ﾠis	 ﾠmore	 ﾠsubtle:	 ﾠon	 ﾠa	 ﾠminority	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtrials,	 ﾠparticipants	 ﾠclassified	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠ
sentences	 ﾠas	 ﾠhaving	 ﾠthree	 ﾠarguments,	 ﾠdespite	 ﾠthe	 ﾠevent	 ﾠstructure	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠbase	 ﾠverb.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
We	 ﾠsee	 ﾠthree	 ﾠways	 ﾠto	 ﾠreconcile	 ﾠthese	 ﾠeffects:	 ﾠ1)	 ﾠBoth	 ﾠhypotheses	 ﾠcould	 ﾠbe	 ﾠtrue.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Light-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠconstructions	 ﾠcould	 ﾠtypically	 ﾠinvolve	 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐canonical	 ﾠmappings	 ﾠto	 ﾠthe	 ﾠevent	 ﾠ
structure	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ base	 ﾠ verb,	 ﾠ but	 ﾠ there	 ﾠ could	 ﾠ also	 ﾠ be	 ﾠ some	 ﾠ cases	 ﾠ where	 ﾠ they	 ﾠ are	 ﾠ
interpreted	 ﾠwith	 ﾠa	 ﾠcanonical	 ﾠmapping	 ﾠvia	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlight	 ﾠverb,	 ﾠresulting	 ﾠin	 ﾠa	 ﾠcategorically	 ﾠ
different	 ﾠinterpretation.	 ﾠ2)	 ﾠEncountering	 ﾠthe	 ﾠverb	 ﾠ‘give’	 ﾠcauses	 ﾠa	 ﾠthematic	 ﾠgarden-ﾭ‐
path	 ﾠ effect;	 ﾠ that	 ﾠ is,	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ reader	 ﾠ assigns	 ﾠ source,	 ﾠ theme	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ goal	 ﾠ roles	 ﾠ before	 ﾠ
reconsidering	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnature	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠevent,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthis	 ﾠrepresentation	 ﾠlingers	 ﾠon	 ﾠ(cf.	 ﾠFerreira,	 ﾠ  15 
2003).	 ﾠ 3)	 ﾠ Light-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠ constructions	 ﾠ may	 ﾠ intrinsically	 ﾠ have	 ﾠ two	 ﾠ different,	 ﾠ shared	 ﾠ
argument	 ﾠstructures	 ﾠthat	 ﾠare	 ﾠactive	 ﾠat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsame	 ﾠtime:	 ﾠagent-ﾭ‐patient	 ﾠ(from	 ﾠthe	 ﾠnoun)	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠ source-ﾭ‐theme-ﾭ‐goal	 ﾠ (from	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ verb).	 ﾠ This	 ﾠ view,	 ﾠ sometimes	 ﾠ called	 ﾠ ‘argument	 ﾠ
sharing’	 ﾠ(Jackendoff,	 ﾠ1974;	 ﾠButt,	 ﾠ2010),	 ﾠis	 ﾠsupported	 ﾠby	 ﾠstudies	 ﾠthat	 ﾠfind	 ﾠthat	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐
verb	 ﾠconstructions	 ﾠincur	 ﾠprocessing	 ﾠcosts	 ﾠeven	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠthe	 ﾠevent	 ﾠnominal	 ﾠprecedes	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
verb,	 ﾠand	 ﾠthus	 ﾠthe	 ﾠverb	 ﾠcannot	 ﾠlead	 ﾠthe	 ﾠreader	 ﾠdown	 ﾠthe	 ﾠgarden	 ﾠpath	 ﾠ(cf.	 ﾠWittenberg,	 ﾠ
Jackendoff,	 ﾠ Paczynski,	 ﾠ Kuperberg,	 ﾠ Snedeker	 ﾠ &	 ﾠ Wiese,	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ press).	 ﾠ Specifically,	 ﾠ
processing	 ﾠ light-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠ constructions	 ﾠ leads	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ longer	 ﾠ reaction	 ﾠ times	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ cross-ﾭ‐modal	 ﾠ
lexical	 ﾠ decision	 ﾠ tasks	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ sustained	 ﾠ negativity	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ ERP,	 ﾠ compared	 ﾠ with	 ﾠ non-ﾭ‐light	 ﾠ
constructions.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Our	 ﾠ findings	 ﾠ contribute	 ﾠ to	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ small	 ﾠ literature	 ﾠ on	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ relationship	 ﾠ between	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ
conceptualization	 ﾠof	 ﾠevents	 ﾠand	 ﾠtheir	 ﾠsyntactic	 ﾠencoding.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠsome	 ﾠcases,	 ﾠthese	 ﾠeffects	 ﾠ
reflect	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinformation	 ﾠthat	 ﾠis	 ﾠpresent	 ﾠor	 ﾠabsent	 ﾠin	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsentence.	 ﾠ	 ﾠFor	 ﾠexample,	 ﾠwhen	 ﾠ
agents	 ﾠ are	 ﾠ expressed,	 ﾠ they	 ﾠ are	 ﾠ seen	 ﾠ as	 ﾠ more	 ﾠ causally	 ﾠ responsible	 ﾠ (Faussey	 ﾠ &	 ﾠ
Boroditsky,	 ﾠ 2010).	 ﾠ In	 ﾠ other	 ﾠ cases,	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ effects	 ﾠ reflect	 ﾠ differences	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ event	 ﾠ
structures	 ﾠencoded	 ﾠby	 ﾠsentences	 ﾠthat	 ﾠmight	 ﾠotherwise	 ﾠseem	 ﾠto	 ﾠbe	 ﾠsynonymous	 ﾠ(e.g.,	 ﾠ
Gropen	 ﾠ et	 ﾠ al.,	 ﾠ 1991).	 ﾠ The	 ﾠ present	 ﾠ study	 ﾠ also	 ﾠ examines	 ﾠ apparently	 ﾠ synonymous	 ﾠ
sentences	 ﾠand	 ﾠfinds	 ﾠsubtle	 ﾠdifferences	 ﾠin	 ﾠconceptualization:	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠconstructions	 ﾠ
are	 ﾠsometimes	 ﾠinterpreted	 ﾠas	 ﾠhaving	 ﾠthree	 ﾠparticipants.	 ﾠThis	 ﾠdifference	 ﾠsuggests	 ﾠthat	 ﾠ
canonical	 ﾠ mappings	 ﾠ play	 ﾠ a	 ﾠ role	 ﾠ in	 ﾠ interpretation,	 ﾠ even	 ﾠ for	 ﾠ non-ﾭ‐canonical	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
constructions	 ﾠwhere	 ﾠthe	 ﾠresult	 ﾠof	 ﾠthis	 ﾠmapping	 ﾠis	 ﾠimplausible.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
Converging	 ﾠ evidence	 ﾠ for	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ subtle	 ﾠ influence	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ syntactic	 ﾠ structure	 ﾠ onto	 ﾠ
conceptualization	 ﾠcomes	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠa	 ﾠstudy	 ﾠby	 ﾠMajid,	 ﾠSanford	 ﾠ&	 ﾠPickering	 ﾠ(2007),	 ﾠwhich	 ﾠ  16 
investigated	 ﾠthe	 ﾠinfluence	 ﾠof	 ﾠverb	 ﾠframe	 ﾠon	 ﾠstory	 ﾠcontinuations.	 ﾠThese	 ﾠcontinuations	 ﾠ
were	 ﾠ coded	 ﾠ for	 ﾠ whether	 ﾠ participants	 ﾠ mentioned	 ﾠ causes	 ﾠ or	 ﾠ effects	 ﾠ of	 ﾠ the	 ﾠ event	 ﾠ
described.	 ﾠ Transitive	 ﾠ base	 ﾠ verbs	 ﾠ elicited	 ﾠ few	 ﾠ effect	 ﾠ continuations	 ﾠ and	 ﾠ ditransitive	 ﾠ
nonlight	 ﾠverbs	 ﾠelicited	 ﾠmany.	 ﾠCuriously,	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠconstructions	 ﾠfell	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠthe	 ﾠ
others.	 ﾠLike	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcurrent	 ﾠstudy,	 ﾠthis	 ﾠsuggests	 ﾠa	 ﾠrole	 ﾠfor	 ﾠsyntactic	 ﾠ structure	 ﾠin	 ﾠhow	 ﾠ
people	 ﾠconceptualize	 ﾠlinguistically-ﾭ‐encoded	 ﾠevents.	 ﾠ
Such	 ﾠeffects	 ﾠare	 ﾠsurprising	 ﾠgiven	 ﾠthe	 ﾠfrequency	 ﾠof	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠconstructions;	 ﾠadults	 ﾠ
have	 ﾠample	 ﾠpractice	 ﾠwith	 ﾠthese	 ﾠcollocations,	 ﾠand	 ﾠyet	 ﾠthey	 ﾠstill	 ﾠappear	 ﾠto	 ﾠexperience	 ﾠ
some	 ﾠinfluence	 ﾠfrom	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcanonical	 ﾠditransitive	 ﾠmapping.	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
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 ﾠ
Figure	 ﾠ1:	 ﾠProcedure	 ﾠof	 ﾠthe	 ﾠexperiment:	 ﾠParticipants	 ﾠwere	 ﾠintroduced	 ﾠto	 ﾠand	 ﾠtrained	 ﾠon	 ﾠ
pictures	 ﾠonly.	 ﾠIn	 ﾠthe	 ﾠexperimental	 ﾠphase,	 ﾠthey	 ﾠalso	 ﾠsaw	 ﾠsentences.	 ﾠ
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 ﾠ
Figure	 ﾠ2:	 ﾠCategorization	 ﾠpatterns	 ﾠfor	 ﾠthe	 ﾠcritical	 ﾠsentences,	 ﾠwith	 ﾠStandard	 ﾠErrors.	 ﾠThe	 ﾠ
differences	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠlight-ﾭ‐verb	 ﾠconstructions,	 ﾠand	 ﾠbase	 ﾠverb,	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠrole	 ﾠinconsistent,	 ﾠ
and	 ﾠthree	 ﾠrole	 ﾠconsistent	 ﾠsentences	 ﾠwere	 ﾠsignificant;	 ﾠthe	 ﾠdifferences	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠthe	 ﾠtwo	 ﾠ
types	 ﾠof	 ﾠjoint	 ﾠactions	 ﾠwere	 ﾠnot.	 ﾠ
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FOOTNOTES:	 ﾠ	 ﾠ
                                                 
i By	 ﾠcanonical	 ﾠwe	 ﾠsimply	 ﾠmean	 ﾠthe	 ﾠmappings	 ﾠthat	 ﾠpreserve	 ﾠa	 ﾠone-ﾭ‐to-ﾭ‐one	 ﾠcorrespondence	 ﾠbetween	 ﾠ
thematic	 ﾠroles	 ﾠand	 ﾠnoun	 ﾠphrases.	 ﾠWe	 ﾠdo	 ﾠnot	 ﾠintend	 ﾠto	 ﾠimply	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthese	 ﾠmappings	 ﾠare	 ﾠprivileged	 ﾠin	 ﾠ
processing	 ﾠor	 ﾠacquisition.	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
ii For	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsake	 ﾠof	 ﾠsimplicity,	 ﾠwe’ll	 ﾠassume	 ﾠthat	 ﾠa	 ﾠsemantic	 ﾠstructure	 ﾠgets	 ﾠtranslated	 ﾠdirectly	 ﾠinto	 ﾠan	 ﾠ
event	 ﾠrepresentation,	 ﾠwhile	 ﾠacknowledging	 ﾠthat	 ﾠthe	 ﾠlatter	 ﾠis	 ﾠmuch	 ﾠricher	 ﾠthan	 ﾠthe	 ﾠformer.	 ﾠOur	 ﾠ
discussion	 ﾠwill	 ﾠbe	 ﾠagnostic	 ﾠabout	 ﾠthe	 ﾠsemantics-ﾭ‐conceptual	 ﾠstructure	 ﾠdivide,	 ﾠsince	 ﾠthis	 ﾠdoes	 ﾠnot	 ﾠbear	 ﾠ
on	 ﾠour	 ﾠquestion.	 ﾠ
 
iii For	 ﾠper-ﾭ‐item	 ﾠfrequency	 ﾠdata,	 ﾠsee	 ﾠ
http://dvn.iq.harvard.edu/dvn/faces/study/StudyPage.xhtml?globalId=hdl:1902.1/19337	 ﾠ
 
iv See	 ﾠfor	 ﾠfull	 ﾠstimuli	 ﾠlist	 ﾠ
http://dvn.iq.harvard.edu/dvn/faces/study/StudyPage.xhtml?globalId=hdl:1902.1/19337	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
v	 ﾠFor	 ﾠspecific	 ﾠinstructions,	 ﾠplease	 ﾠsee	 ﾠ
http://dvn.iq.harvard.edu/dvn/faces/study/StudyPage.xhtml?globalId=hdl:1902.1/19337	 ﾠ
	 ﾠ
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